-derlcowq Couvnty, 40 Ariz, ovO 12 Pace (2d) 610-_T0‘
Temoriol Lhinic ve Ozlesby, 42 Arize. 93, 22 Pac. )
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LAW LlBRARY

e  ARIZOWA ATTOANEY CENERAL

Graham CounLy Attorney, -

Lo Bafford, £ fiAOﬂﬂo

Dear . Layton:

We have your inquiry of larch 28, 1947, in thch
ypu.request,qn opinlon as follows:

‘Mpjense furnish an opinlon on the following
propositions Is tho Independent Order of

- 0dd Follows exompt from taxation as a charie-
table or religzious institution or for eny
other nurpoqo?"- N :

The uuprene Court of Arizona has held Lbiu lovis - .

| exomotinﬂ propor 'y for taxatlon are to be sirlectly construed

and there 1s a prcsumntion agalnst the exempltion, Coqrad Ve

(;J el 1110(‘11:}( ve i.OVlus, ot al, (Deelded P\p.a.ll 23, 191’7,

'not Yot reporueu).r'

In 2ll of the above cases the court, in roachlnm

- 1ts decision, did so, as stated by the court, "applying these:

principles of law to the facts",

: A While you have not given us the facts surroundlng .
the property of the 012 Fellows ILodge, we assumd it involves
real propcrty used by the Iodge for Iojge purposes and a pore
tion of which is rented el ther occanionally or as a regular
practic to other organizations or to Indlviduals. Vle furtner
assume that the Todge is organized for charitable purposes?

: : Applying the ahove aq°uﬁed facts to the law as stated
in the case of Conrad v. Maricopa County, supra, wnere the court:
there sald:

"Even agsuming Arizona Lodze Ho. 2 is a
tcharitable institution!' within the consti=- |

~ tutional provisions, the llagonlc Temple (the
building) is not a 'charitable institution!
within the terms of sectlon 3066, supra, #* *
& % % &4 The only connectlon which the Temple
haas with such rollef 1s that the organization
which owned 1t has that as one of 1ts objecta,

and uses part of funds derived from many sources
among which 1s the rental of certain portions of

.ﬁ?fﬁ?ﬁ;”




R

_ puroo eg  for which the 043 Pellows ILodgo was ortqnized, uriless

4ty properiy. is used principally lor religious or chafltqble
purposos 1% is not exempt from taxatlone : .

Mr. Jox T Taybon - (2) ay 2, 1047

;ﬁhe~tomple for-that purposo."

Fron the foreroing 1t wlll be seen that tho Oﬂd
Pellous Lodgo could not daim oxemption as either a charitable
or religlous institutlon unless 1%3 property was used princi=
pqlly for chariteblo or rolirlous purposos. :

-

It is therofore our opinwon that, ropordless of the

Very truly yours,‘

JOHI I, SULLIVAY,
Attorney Goneral

PERRY 11, LIHNG
Assistant Attornoy: General

' PHL-pat



